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NONFINAL OFFICE ACTION

 

Response deadline.  File a response to this nonfinal Office action within three months of the “Issue 
date” below to avoid abandonment of the application. Review the Office action and respond using one 
of the links to the appropriate electronic forms in the “How to respond” section below.

Request an extension.  For a fee, applicant may request one three-month extension of the response 
deadline prior to filing a response. The request must be filed within three months of the “Issue date” 
below. If the extension request is granted, the USPTO must receive applicant’s response to this letter 
within six months of the “Issue date” to avoid abandonment of the application.
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Issue date:  December 7, 2023

This Office action is supplemental to and supersedes the previous Office action issued on November 
28, 2023, in connection with this application.  The assigned trademark examining attorney wishes to 
correct the record by addressing the issue(s) inadvertently omitted from the previous Office action.  See 
TMEP §§706, 711.03.  The trademark examining attorney apologizes for any inconvenience caused by 
the delay in raising this issue(s). 
 
Applicant must address the issue(s) raised in this Office action, in addition to the one(s) raised in the 
previous Office action dated November 28, 2023.  The  issues denoted therein are maintained and 
continued. These issues are also presented below for applicant's convenience. Please note the new 
requirement for a street address.
 
SUMMARY OF ISSUES:
 

Section 2(d) - Likelihood of Confusion Refusal •
Advisory regarding Potential Section 2(d) Refusal - Prior-Filed Application •
Section 2(e)(1) - Merely Descriptive Refusal•
Advisory: Supplemental Register Cannot Be Recommended •
Street Address Required•

 
Section 2(d) - Likelihood of Confusion Refusal 
 
Registration of the applied-for mark is refused because of a likelihood of confusion with the mark in 
U.S. Registration No. 7164438. Trademark Act Section 2(d), 15 U.S.C. §1052(d); see TMEP 
§§1207.01 et seq. See the attached registration.
 
Trademark Act Section 2(d) bars registration of an applied-for mark that is so similar to a registered 
mark that it is likely consumers would be confused, mistaken, or deceived as to the commercial source 
of the goods and/or services of the parties. See 15 U.S.C. §1052(d). Likelihood of confusion is 
determined on a case-by-case basis by applying the factors set forth in In re E. I. du Pont de Nemours 
& Co., 476 F.2d 1357, 1361, 177 USPQ 563, 567 (C.C.P.A. 1973) (called the “du Pont factors”). In re 
i.am.symbolic, llc, 866 F.3d 1315, 1322, 123 USPQ2d 1744, 1747 (Fed. Cir. 2017). Any evidence of 
record related to those factors need be considered; however, “not all of the DuPont factors are relevant 
or of similar weight in every case.” In re Guild Mortg. Co., 912 F.3d 1376, 1379, 129 USPQ2d 1160, 
1162 (Fed. Cir. 2019) (quoting In re Dixie Rests., Inc., 105 F.3d 1405, 1406, 41 USPQ2d 1531, 1533 
(Fed. Cir. 1997)).
 
Although not all du Pont factors may be relevant, there are generally two key considerations in any 
likelihood of confusion analysis: (1) the similarities between the compared marks and (2) the 
relatedness of the compared goods and/or services. See In re i.am.symbolic, llc, 866 F.3d at 1322, 123 
USPQ2d at 1747 (quoting Herbko Int’l, Inc. v. Kappa Books, Inc., 308 F.3d 1156, 1164-65, 64 
USPQ2d 1375, 1380 (Fed. Cir. 2002)); Federated Foods, Inc. v. Fort Howard Paper Co., 544 F.2d 
1098, 1103, 192 USPQ 24, 29 (C.C.P.A. 1976) (“The fundamental inquiry mandated by [Section] 2(d) 
goes to the cumulative effect of differences in the essential characteristics of the goods [or services] and 
differences in the marks.”); TMEP §1207.01.
 
Applicant has applied to register the mark WORLDWIDECOIN in standard characters for 
“Cryptocurrency exchange services; Cryptocurrency exchange services featuring blockchain 



technology; Cryptocurrency payment processing; Cryptocurrency trading services; Financial 
consultation in the field of cryptocurrency” in International Class 36.
 
Registrant’s mark is WORLDCOIN in standard characters for “cryptocurrency payment processing” 
in International Class 36. 
 
Similarity of the Marks 
 
Marks are compared in their entireties for similarities in appearance, sound, connotation, and 
commercial impression. Stone Lion Capital Partners, LP v. Lion Capital LLP, 746 F.3d 1317, 1321, 
110 USPQ2d 1157, 1160 (Fed. Cir. 2014) (quoting Palm Bay Imps., Inc. v. Veuve Clicquot Ponsardin 
Maison Fondee En 1772, 396 F.3d 1369, 1371, 73 USPQ2d 1689, 1691 (Fed. Cir. 2005)); TMEP 
§1207.01(b)-(b)(v). “Similarity in any one of these elements may be sufficient to find the marks 
confusingly similar.” In re Inn at St. John’s, LLC, 126 USPQ2d 1742, 1746 (TTAB 2018) (citing In re 
Davia, 110 USPQ2d 1810, 1812 (TTAB 2014)), aff’d per curiam, 777 F. App’x 516, 2019 BL 343921 
(Fed. Cir. 2019); TMEP §1207.01(b).
 
Here, applicant’s mark, WORLDWIDECOIN, is confusingly similar to the registered mark, 
WORLDCOIN. 
 
Here, the marks share the wording "WORLD" and "COIN". Marks may be confusingly similar in 
appearance where similar terms or phrases or similar parts of terms or phrases appear in the compared 
marks and create a similar overall commercial impression. See Crocker Nat’l Bank v. Canadian 
Imperial Bank of Commerce, 228 USPQ 689, 690-91 (TTAB 1986), aff’d sub nom. Canadian Imperial 
Bank of Commerce v. Wells Fargo Bank, Nat’l Ass’n, 811 F.2d 1490, 1495, 1 USPQ2d 1813, 1817 
(Fed. Cir. 1987) (holding COMMCASH and COMMUNICASH confusingly similar); In re Corning 
Glass Works, 229 USPQ 65, 66 (TTAB 1985) (holding CONFIRM and CONFIRMCELLS confusingly 
similar); In re Pellerin Milnor Corp., 221 USPQ 558, 560 (TTAB 1983) (holding MILTRON and 
MILLTRONICS confusingly similar); TMEP §1207.01(b)(ii)-(iii).  
 
Adding a term to a registered mark generally does not obviate the similarity between the compared 
marks, as in the present case, nor does it overcome a likelihood of confusion under Section 2(d). See 
Coca-Cola Bottling Co. v. Jos. E. Seagram & Sons, Inc., 526 F.2d 556, 557, 188 USPQ 105, 106 
(C.C.P.A. 1975) (holding BENGAL and BENGAL LANCER and design confusingly similar); In re 
Toshiba Med. Sys. Corp., 91 USPQ2d 1266, 1269 (TTAB 2009) (holding TITAN and VANTAGE 
TITAN confusingly similar); In re El Torito Rests., Inc., 9 USPQ2d 2002, 2004 (TTAB 1988) (holding 
MACHO and MACHO COMBOS confusingly similar); TMEP §1207.01(b)(iii). In the present case, 
the marks are identical in part.
 
Here, the marks share a similar commercial impression related to a global coin. When comparing 
marks, “[t]he proper test is not a side-by-side comparison of the marks, but instead whether the marks 
are sufficiently similar in terms of their commercial impression such that [consumers] who encounter 
the marks would be likely to assume a connection between the parties.” Cai v. Diamond Hong, Inc., 
901 F.3d 1367, 1373, 127 USPQ2d 1797, 1801 (Fed. Cir. 2018) (quoting Coach Servs., Inc. v. Triumph 
Learning LLC, 668 F.3d 1356, 1368, 101 USPQ2d 1713, 1721 (Fed. Cir. 2012)); TMEP §1207.01(b). 
The proper focus is on the recollection of the average purchaser, who retains a general rather than 
specific impression of trademarks. In re Ox Paperboard, LLC, 2020 USPQ2d 10878, at *4 (TTAB 
2020) (citing In re Bay State Brewing Co., 117 USPQ2d 1958, 1960 (TTAB 2016)); In re Inn at St. 
John’s, LLC, 126 USPQ2d 1742, 1746 (TTAB 2018); TMEP §1207.01(b); see In re St. Helena Hosp., 



774 F.3d 747, 750-51, 113 USPQ2d 1082, 1085 (Fed. Cir. 2014).  
 
Because the marks create the same commercial impression, the marks are considered similar for 
likelihood of confusion purposes. 
 
Relatedness of the Goods and/or Services 
 
The goods and/or services are compared to determine whether they are similar, commercially related, 
or travel in the same trade channels. See Coach Servs., Inc. v. Triumph Learning LLC, 668 F.3d 1356, 
1369-71, 101 USPQ2d 1713, 1722-23 (Fed. Cir. 2012); Herbko Int’l, Inc. v. Kappa Books, Inc., 308 
F.3d 1156, 1165, 64 USPQ2d 1375, 1381 (Fed. Cir. 2002); TMEP §§1207.01, 1207.01(a)(vi).
 
The compared goods and/or services need not be identical or even competitive to find a likelihood of 
confusion.  See On-line Careline Inc. v. Am. Online Inc., 229 F.3d 1080, 1086, 56 USPQ2d 1471, 1475 
(Fed. Cir. 2000); Recot, Inc. v. Becton, 214 F.3d 1322, 1329, 54 USPQ2d 1894, 1898 (Fed. Cir. 2000); 
TMEP §1207.01(a)(i).  They need only be “related in some manner and/or if the circumstances 
surrounding their marketing are such that they could give rise to the mistaken belief that [the goods 
and/or services] emanate from the same source.”  Coach Servs., Inc. v. Triumph Learning LLC, 668 
F.3d 1356, 1369, 101 USPQ2d 1713, 1722 (Fed. Cir. 2012) (quoting 7-Eleven Inc. v. Wechsler, 83 
USPQ2d 1715, 1724 (TTAB 2007)); TMEP §1207.01(a)(i); see Made in Nature, LLC v. Pharmavite 
LLC, 2022 USPQ2d 557, at *44 (TTAB 2022) (quoting In re Jump Designs LLC, 80 USPQ2d 1370, 
1374 (TTAB 2006)).
 
When analyzing an applicant’s and registrant’s goods and/or services for similarity and relatedness, that 
determination is based on the description of the goods and/or services in the application and registration 
at issue, not on extrinsic evidence of actual use. See Stone Lion Capital Partners, LP v. Lion Capital 
LLP, 746 F.3d 1317, 1323, 110 USPQ2d 1157, 1162 (Fed. Cir. 2014) (quoting Octocom Sys. Inc. v. 
Hous. Computers Servs. Inc., 918 F.2d 937, 942, 16 USPQ2d 1783, 1787 (Fed. Cir. 1990)).
 
In this case, the goods and/or services in the application and registration(s) are identical with respect to 
cryptocurrency payment services. Therefore, it is presumed that the channels of trade and class(es) of 
purchasers are the same for these goods and/or services. See Cai v. Diamond Hong, Inc., 901 F.3d 
1367, 1372, 127 USPQ2d 1797, 1801 (Fed. Cir. 2018) (quoting In re Viterra Inc., 671 F.3d 1358, 1362, 
101 USPQ2d 1905, 1908 (Fed. Cir. 2012)). Thus, applicant’s and registrant’s goods and/or services are 
related.  
 
Applicant's cryptocurrency exchanges services are also related to the services of the registrant. The 
attached Internet evidence, consisting of of screenshots of the websites for Fidelity and Robinhood, 
establishes that the same entity commonly manufactures, produces, or provides the relevant goods 
and/or services and markets the goods and/or services under the same mark.  Thus, applicant’s and 
registrant’s goods and/or services are considered related for likelihood of confusion purposes.  See, e.g., 
In re Davey Prods. Pty Ltd., 92 USPQ2d 1198, 1202-04 (TTAB 2009); In re Toshiba Med. Sys. Corp., 
91 USPQ2d 1266, 1268-69, 1271-72 (TTAB 2009).
 
Accordingly, the goods and/or services are considered related for purposes of the likelihood of 
confusion analysis. 
 
Conclusion
 



Because the marks are similar and the goods and/or services are legally identical, there is a likelihood 
of confusion as to the source of applicant’s goods and/or services, and registration is refused pursuant 
to Section 2(d) of the Trademark Act. 
 
Although applicant’s mark has been refused registration, applicant may respond to the refusal(s) by 
submitting evidence and arguments in support of registration. Applicant should also note the additional 
descriptiveness refusal below.
 
Advisory regarding Potential Section 2(d) Refusal - Prior-Filed Application 
 
The filing date of pending U.S. Application Serial No. 90552399 precedes applicant’s filing date.  See 
attached referenced application.  If the mark in the referenced application registers, applicant’s mark 
may be refused registration under Trademark Act Section 2(d) because of a likelihood of confusion 
between the two marks.  See 15 U.S.C. §1052(d); 37 C.F.R. §2.83; TMEP §§1208 et seq.  Therefore, 
upon receipt of applicant’s response to this Office action, action on this application may be suspended 
pending final disposition of the earlier-filed referenced application.
 
In response to this Office action, applicant may present arguments in support of registration by 
addressing the issue of the potential conflict between applicant’s mark and the mark in the referenced 
application.  Applicant’s election not to submit arguments at this time in no way limits applicant’s right 
to address this issue later if a refusal under Section 2(d) issues. 
 
 
Section 2(e)(1) – Merely Descriptive Refusal 
 
Registration is refused because the applied-for mark merely describes a characteristic of applicant’s 
goods and/or services.  Trademark Act Section 2(e)(1), 15 U.S.C. §1052(e)(1); see TMEP 
§§1209.01(b), 1209.03 et seq.
 
A mark is merely descriptive if it describes an ingredient, quality, characteristic, function, feature, 
purpose, or use of an applicant’s goods and/or services. TMEP §1209.01(b); see, e.g., In re TriVita, 
Inc., 783 F.3d 872, 874, 114 USPQ2d 1574, 1575 (Fed. Cir. 2015) (quoting In re Oppedahl & 
Larson LLP, 373 F.3d 1171, 1173, 71 USPQ2d 1370, 1371 (Fed. Cir. 2004)); In re 
Steelbuilding.com, 415 F.3d 1293, 1297, 75 USPQ2d 1420, 1421 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (citing Estate of 
P.D. Beckwith, Inc. v. Comm’r of Patents, 252 U.S. 538, 543 (1920)).
 
Here, applicant has applied to register the mark WORLDWIDECOIN for use in connection with 
“cryptocurrency exchange services; Cryptocurrency exchange services featuring blockchain 
technology; Cryptocurrency payment processing; Cryptocurrency trading services; Financial 
consultation in the field of cryptocurrency" in Class 36.  
 
Here, the term "WORLDWIDE" means "throughout the world." This s wording is similar to the term 
"international."The term “international” has been held merely descriptive of services that are 
international in scope. TMEP §1209.03(o); see In re Inst. Investor, Inc., 229 USPQ 614 (TTAB 1986) 
(holding INTERNATIONAL BANKING INSTITUTE for organizing seminars for bank leaders of 
major countries incapable); In re Billfish Int’l Corp., 229 USPQ 152 (TTAB 1986) (holding BILLFISH 
INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION merely descriptive of corporation involved with billfish on an 
international scale); BankAmerica Corp. v. Int’l Travelers Cheque Co., 205 USPQ 1233 (TTAB 1979) 
(holding INTERNATIONAL TRAVELERS CHEQUE merely descriptive of financial consulting 



services that are international in scope). The wording "WORLDWIDE" describes the scope of 
applicant's services.
 
 
The wording "COIN" is also descriptive. The attached shows that "individual units of cryptocurrencies 
can be referred to as coins or tokens, depending on how they are used. Some are intended to be units of 
exchange for goods and services, others are stores of value, and some can be used to participate in 
specific software programs such as games and financial products." The attached evidence from 
Robinhood confirms that a "COIN" is a unit of cryptocurrency. The wording "COIN" is descriptive of 
applicant's services because applicant's broad identification is deemed to encompass all services of the 
type described, including cryptocurrency exchange, trading and payment processing services that rely 
on cryptocurrency "coins," or financial information related to "coins."
 
Generally, if the individual components of a mark retain their descriptive meaning in relation to the 
goods and/or services, the combination results in a composite mark that is itself descriptive and not 
registrable.  In re Petroglyph Games, Inc., 91 USPQ2d 1332, 1341 (TTAB 2009) (holding 
BATTLECAM merely descriptive of computer game software with a feature that involve battles and 
provides the player with the option to utilize various views of the battlefield); In re Cox Enters., 82 
USPQ2d 1040, 1043 (TTAB 2007) (holding THEATL merely descriptive of publications featuring 
news and information about Atlanta where THEATL was the equivalent of the nickname THE ATL for 
the city of Atlanta); In re Tower Tech, Inc., 64 USPQ2d 1314, 1317-18 (TTAB 2002) (holding 
SMARTTOWER merely descriptive of highly automated cooling towers); In re Sun Microsystems, 
Inc., 59 USPQ2d 1084, 1085 (TTAB 2001) (holding AGENTBEANS merely descriptive of computer 
software for use in developing and deploying application programs on a global computer network).
 
Only where the combination of descriptive terms creates a unitary mark with a unique, incongruous, or 
otherwise nondescriptive meaning in relation to the goods and/or services is the combined mark 
registrable.  See In re Omniome, Inc., 2020 USPQ2d 3222, at *4 (TTAB 2019) (citing In re Colonial 
Stores, Inc., 394 F.2d 549, 551, 157 USPQ 382, 384 (C.C.P.A. 1968); In re Shutts, 217 USPQ 363, 
364-65 (TTAB 1983)); In re Positec Grp. Ltd., 108 USPQ2d 1161, 1162-63 (TTAB 2013).
 
In this case, both the individual components and the composite result are descriptive of applicant’s 
goods and/or services and do not create a unique, incongruous, or nondescriptive meaning in relation to 
the goods and/or services.  Specifically, applicant's mark indicates. that applicant offers global services 
pertaining to cryptocurrency. 
 
Therefore, for the foregoing reasons, the mark is merely descriptive of applicant’s services, and 
therefore, registration is refused pursuant to Section 2(e)(1) of the Trademark Act. 
 
Although applicant’s mark has been refused registration, applicant may respond to the refusal(s) by 
submitting evidence and arguments in support of registration.
 
Advisory: Supplemental Register Cannot Be Recommended
 
 
A mark in an application under Trademark Act Section 1(b) is not eligible for registration on the 
Supplemental Register until an acceptable amendment to allege use under 37 C.F.R. §2.76 has been 
filed. 37 C.F.R. §§2.47(d), 2.75(b); TMEP §§815.02, 1102.03. When a Section 1(b) application is 
successfully amended to the Supplemental Register, the application effective filing date will be the date 



applicant met the minimum filing requirements under 37 C.F.R. §2.76(c) for the amendment to allege 
use. TMEP §§816.02, 1102.03; see 37 C.F.R. §2.75(b).
 
Street Address Required
 
Domicile address cannot be accepted.  Applicant must provide its current domicile street address 
because the domicile address of record is for a U.S. third-party commercial mail receiving agency (a 
private business that accepts mail from the U.S. Postal Service on behalf of third parties), as identified 
by the U.S. Postal Service Coding Accuracy Support System (CASS), which is not an acceptable type 
of domicile address for a juristic applicant.  TMEP §601.01(c)(i).  That is, this address does not identify 
applicant’s principal place of business.  See 37 C.F.R. §§2.2(o)-(p), 2.11(b), 2.189; TMEP 
§601.01(c)(i).  All applications must include an applicant’s domicile address.  See 37 C.F.R. 
§§2.32(a)(2), 2.189; TMEP §803.05(a). 
 
Response option(s)
Applicant must provide an acceptable domicile street address; that is, the location of applicant’s 
headquarters where its senior executives or officers ordinarily direct and control applicant’s activities.  
See 37 C.F.R. §§2.2(o)-(p), 2.32(a)(2), 2.189; TMEP §803.05(a). 
 
If applicant cannot provide a domicile street address due to an extraordinary situation, applicant may 
file a petition to the Director to request the Director waive this requirement.  See 37 C.F.R. 
§§2.146(a)(5), 2.148; TMEP §1708.01.  The petition must include the required fee as well as (a) a 
verified statement of facts explaining the extraordinary situation, and (b) the state, or foreign 
equivalent, and country of applicant’s domicile, to determine whether applicant must be represented by 
a U.S.-licensed attorney.  See 37 C.F.R. §§2.11(a)-(b), 2.146(c)(1); TMEP §1708.01.  However, filing a 
petition is not considered a response to an Office action.  See 37 C.F.R. §2.146(g); TMEP §1705.06.  
Applicant must still file a timely response to this Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application.  The response should indicate that a petition has been filed, specify the reason(s) for filing 
the petition (i.e., to request a waiver of the domicile address requirement), and request suspension of 
the application pending disposition of the petition.  See TMEP §§716.02, 716.02(l), 1705.06.
 
Instructions for responding
To provide applicant’s domicile street address.  After opening the correct Trademark Electronic 
Application System (TEAS) response form and entering the serial number, (1) answer “yes” to question 
5 and click “Continue;” (2) on the “Owner Information” page, in the “Domicile Address” fields, 
uncheck the box stating the domicile and mailing address are not the same; and (3) below the checkbox 
provide applicant’s domicile street address.  The address provided in the “Domicile Address” fields 
will be hidden from public view.  However, any street address listed in the “Mailing Address” fields 
will be publicly viewable.
 
Response guidelines.  For this application to proceed, applicant must explicitly address each refusal 
and/or requirement in this Office action.  For a refusal, applicant may provide written arguments and 
evidence against the refusal, and may have other response options if specified above.  For a 
requirement, applicant should set forth the changes or statements.  Please see the Responding to Office 
Actions webpage for more information and tips on responding.Please call or email the assigned 
trademark examining attorney with questions about this Office action. Although an examining attorney 
cannot provide legal advice, the examining attorney can provide additional explanation about the 
refusal(s) and/or requirement(s) in this Office action. See TMEP §§705.02, 709.06.
 

https://teas.uspto.gov/office/pgp
http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks-maintaining-trademark-registration/responding-office-actions
http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks-maintaining-trademark-registration/responding-office-actions


The USPTO does not accept emails as responses to Office actions; however, emails can be used for 
informal communications and are included in the application record. See 37 C.F.R. §§2.62(c), 2.191; 
TMEP §§304.01-.02, 709.04-.05.
How to respond.  File a response form to this nonfinal Office action or file a request form for an 
extension of time to file a response.  

 

/Gidette Cuello/
Gidette Cuello
Examining Attorney 
LO125--LAW OFFICE 125
(571) 272-1122
Gidette.Cuello@USPTO.GOV

 

RESPONSE GUIDANCE

Missing the deadline for responding to this letter will cause the application to abandon.  A 
response or extension request must be received by the USPTO before 11:59 p.m. Eastern Time 
of the last day of the response deadline.  Trademark Electronic Application System (TEAS) 
system availability could affect an applicant’s ability to timely respond.  For help resolving 
technical issues with TEAS, email TEAS@uspto.gov.

•

Responses signed by an unauthorized party are not accepted and can cause the application to 
abandon.  If applicant does not have an attorney, the response must be signed by the individual 
applicant, all joint applicants, or someone with legal authority to bind a juristic applicant.  If 
applicant has an attorney, the response must be signed by the attorney.

•

If needed, find contact information for the supervisor of the office or unit listed in the 
signature block.

•

https://teas.uspto.gov/office/roa/
https://teas.uspto.gov/erp/
https://teas.uspto.gov/erp/
https://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/apply/abandoned-applications
https://www.uspto.gov/blog/ebiz/
mailto:TEAS@uspto.gov
https://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/maintain/responding-office-actions
https://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/apply/reviving-abandoned-application
https://rdms-tmep-vip.uspto.gov/RDMS/detail/manual/TMEP/current/TMEP-600d1e2068
https://www.uspto.gov/trademark/contact-trademarks/other-trademark-contact-information


90552399

 
                            

Word Mark WORLDCOIN

•

IC 009 US 021 023 026 036 038
Downloadable payment authentication and secure transaction software; 
Downloadable software for processing electronic payments and digital asset 
transfers; Downloadable software for creating stored value accounts; 
Downloadable software for transmission, storage, and retrieval of financial 
data; Downloadable software that allows third parties to provide electronic 
transfer of a virtual currency; Downloadable software that allows third parties 
to provide electronic funds transfer; Downloadable computer software for use 
as a cryptocurrency wallet; Downloadable computer application software for 
blockchain-based platforms, namely, software platforms for distributed 
applications and software using a consensus engine incorporating blockchain 
technology for securing data with cryptographic information; Downloadable 
user identity authentication and verification software; Downloadable user 
identity authentication and verification software for purposes of uniqueness 
verification, identity verification, cryptocurrency wallet creation, 
cryptocurrency deposit, and associated regulatory requirements; Computers and 
electronic devices for user identity authentication and verification; Computers 
and electronic devices for user identity authentication and verification for 
purposes of uniqueness verification, identity verification, cryptocurrency wallet 
creation, cryptocurrency deposit, and associated regulatory requirements; 
Identification equipment for individuals, namely, optical apparatus and 
instrumentation for recording and processing sound, images, and data; 
Identification equipment for individuals, namely, optical apparatus and 
instrumentation for recording and processing sound, images, and data for 
purposes of uniqueness verification, identity verification, cryptocurrency wallet 
creation, cryptocurrency deposit, and associated regulatory requirements; 
Computers and electronic devices for the dispensing cryptocurrency and 
generating cryptocurrency wallets, and downloadable computer software for 
operating such devices; Data terminals, namely, mobile data terminals, 
handheld terminals, countertop terminals, portable terminals; Point of sale 
terminals.
•

IC 042 US 100 101
Application service provider featuring application programming interface (API) 

Goods/Services



software for payment authentication, processing electronic payments and 
digital asset transfers, creating stored value accounts, transmission, storage, and 
retrieval of financial data, online stored value accounts, virtual currency 
services, electronic transfer of a virtual currency, electronic funds transfer; 
Providing temporary use of online non-downloadable payment authentication 
software; Providing temporary use of online non-downloadable software for 
processing electronic payments and asset transfers; Providing temporary use of 
online non-downloadable software for transmitting financial data; Providing 
temporary use of online non-downloadable software that allows third parties to 
provide electronic transfer of a virtual currency; Providing on-line non-
downloadable computer software for use as a cryptocurrency wallet; Providing 
on-line non-downloadable computer software for user identity authentication 
and verification; Providing on-line non-downloadable computer software for 
user identity authentication and verification for purposes of uniqueness 
verification, identity verification, cryptocurrency wallet creation, 
cryptocurrency deposit, and associated regulatory requirements.
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IC 036 US 100 102 101
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United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO)

USPTO OFFICIAL NOTICE

Office Action (Official Letter) has issued  
on December 7, 2023 for  

U.S. Trademark Application Serial No. 97795493

A USPTO examining attorney has reviewed your trademark application and issued an Office 
action.  You must respond to this Office action to avoid your application abandoning.  Follow 
the steps below.  

(1)  Read the Office action.  This email is NOT the Office action.  

(2)  Respond to the Office action by the deadline using the Trademark Electronic Application 
System (TEAS).  Your response, or extension request, must be received by the USPTO on or 
before 11:59 p.m. Eastern Time of the last day of the response deadline.  Otherwise, your 
application will be abandoned.  See the Office action itself regarding how to respond.  

(3)  Direct general questions about using USPTO electronic forms, the USPTO website, the 
application process, the status of your application, and whether there are outstanding deadlines 
to the Trademark Assistance Center (TAC).  

After reading the Office action, address any question(s) regarding the specific content to the 
USPTO examining attorney identified in the Office action.  

GENERAL GUIDANCE
Check the status of your application periodically in the Trademark Status & 
Document Retrieval (TSDR) database to avoid missing critical deadlines.  

•

Update your correspondence email address to ensure you receive important USPTO 
notices about your application.  

•

Beware of trademark-related scams.  Protect yourself from people and companies that 
may try to take financial advantage of you.  Private companies may call you and pretend 
to be the USPTO or may send you communications that resemble official USPTO 
documents to trick you.  We will never request your credit card number or social security 
number over the phone.  Verify the correspondence originated from us by using your 
serial number in our database, TSDR, to confirm that it appears under the “Documents” 
tab, or contact the Trademark Assistance Center.  

•

Hiring a U.S.-licensed attorney.  If you do not have an attorney and are not required to •

http://tsdr.uspto.gov/documentviewer?caseId=sn97795493&docId=NFIN20231207
https://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/apply/abandoned-applications
https://www.uspto.gov/trademark
https://www.uspto.gov/learning-and-resources/support-centers/trademark-assistance-center
https://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/apply/check-status-view-documents
http://tsdr.uspto.gov/documentviewer?caseId=sn97795493&docId=NFIN20231207
http://tsdr.uspto.gov/documentviewer?caseId=sn97795493&docId=NFIN20231207
https://teas.uspto.gov/ccr/cca
https://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/protect
http://tsdr.uspto.gov/documentviewer?caseId=sn97795493&docId=NFIN20231207
https://www.uspto.gov/learning-and-resources/support-centers/trademark-assistance-center
https://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/basics/why-hire-private-trademark-attorney


have one under the trademark rules, we encourage you to hire a U.S.-licensed attorney 
specializing in trademark law to help guide you through the registration process.  The 
USPTO examining attorney is not your attorney and cannot give you legal advice, but 
rather works for and represents the USPTO in trademark matters.  

 


